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Remarks 

Claims 21-37 were pending in the application. Claims 21-29 and 35-37 were 
rejected and claims 30-34 were allowed. By this Amendment, claim 21 has been amended and 
claims 26-29 and 35-37 have been cancelled. Reconsideration of the claims is respectfully 
requested. No new matter has been added. 

Reiection Under 35 U.S.C. §112 

Claims 21-25 and 35-37 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite. In the final Office Action, the Examiner indicated that claims 
21-25 would be allowable if rewritten or amended to overcome this rejection. In a telephone 
conversation with the Examiner on August 1 , 2005, the Examiner indicated that the rejection 
of claim 21 could be overcome by reciting stmctural terminology to make it clear that this 
claim is directed toward an apparatus. Applicants have amended claim 21 to provide more 
definite stmctural language and to make it clear that claim 21 is directed toward an apparatus 
rather than a method. In addition, Applicants have replaced the words "detached from" with 
"disposed adjacent to" to avoid confusion regarding how the slot and key cooperate to resist 
movement. As a result. Applicants believe the rejection of claim 21 has been overcome. 
Since claims 22-25 depend on amended claim 21, the rejection of these claims is believed to 
be overcome for the same reasons. Claims 35-37 have been cancelled, thereby rendering the 
rejection of these claims moot. 

Reiection Under 35 U,S,C. § 103 

Claims 26-29 and 35-37 were rejected under § 103(a) as being impatentable over 
U.S. Patent No. 2,879,866 issued to Newell in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,839,550 issued to 
Redgrave and further in view of in view of U.S. Patent No. 4,501,347 issued to Cemy. 
Claims 26-29 and 35-37 have been cancelled, thereby rendering this rejection moot. 
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Conclusion 

Applicants have made a genuine effort to respond to the Examiner's objections 
and rejections in advancing the prosecution of this case. AppHcants believe all formal and 
substantive requirements for patentability have been met and that this case is in condition for 
allowance, which action is respectfully requested. 
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